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central AJ^abaaa^ focusing on variation in changes across thtee groAips 
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on the relation of changes in satisfaction for individual services to 
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\9pvernaent ^off icials, and 101 household ^residents* Ser|ices raie^^ 
Were vater, sevage, garbage, telephone, ^f ire protec|:io£, jt$^^^ 
public schools, and recreation* In general, lievel^ of la-^ilaidilro^ of 
officials and business respondents to«ar4 services i^crea^ed;^ ^vhil^^ 
those of household residents declined* *Hovever/. households shciied^ a 
greater increase in. overall ccaaunity satisfaction, indicatiiiii :a \ 
seiatiite absence of .relationship between change in sat isf lection vi 
services and change in overall coaaunity satis£actiqn>:^]is^f^^ 
influence of« coaaunity group aeabership, gov erna^nt officials Wld 
insistently acre' pOsiti*ve views of services over tiae than.^ther 
^Uj^^ess X^taders or household respondents* Dissatisfaction was 
greatest, for all groups with recreation* Shere was little support for 
tifS thesis that increased aoteaent to rural areas is tied^;^^ greater 
satisfaction wi^h rural ccaaunity servicci^v^ (fi9) ^^ V. 
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A. LONGITUDINAL ANALYSIS OF SATISFACTION WITH SELECTE^ COMMUNITY SERVICES 
IN A NON-METROPOLUAN AREA. . ' ' .2 



An iinportant aspect of the overajl qtiality^of life for many indivld- 
ual^ Is community satisfaction. The local community serves as a link 

be^tween the individual and the larger society, and as tHe setting for the 

\ 

majority of life cycle events (Rossi, 1972) • Based on the pi^emise that the 
nature pf the ^community in which an individual,. lives affects that pe^on/s 
overall quarlity of life, a great deal -of attention has been eiven tro'ide^n- 

tifyiag conditions which ten4 to promote or retard favorable perceptions y 

1 * , / . ^ ^ ^ 

,cf a community ^s a place to^lj^e (Campbell et 'arTTTraTS) Goudy, ^197,7).. 

5 



Among thg factors contributing to community satisf actipn ^s a. component 

" - . - • — ^ ^ 

of quality of life are thfe objective characterisbics of the cpmraimity ^s 
'welX as the subjective predispositions of res;Ldents • Objeptiv/^ factors 
prestimably shape the individual's accumulated experience with community 

' . < ' ^' ' . 

features, whereas the subjective reactions of indi>$'iduals« influence the 
definition 'and evaluation of that experience ♦ ^ . V 

A central setiof objective community features are the service's that 
residents receive. A major source of dissatisf act^ilDn in non^etropolitan 
areas often is the. absence of or poor quality of basic services* A 4om'* 
inant theme in the Economic ^^fevelopment Act of 1968, the Rural Development 
Act Qf 1972, and other legislation has been the Improvement of public ser** 
vices, channeling federal funds to rural areas through block grants' and 
fdansi The success of these efforts may be reflected in the di^^proportion- 
ate population growth, of rural areas in recent years, suggesting that many 
of the major sources of dissatisfaction with rural life l^ave been allevi** 
ated, and that small town living is becoming increasingly attractive to 
many people <Beale, 1975). * ' . " ^ 

An important question, then, is the extent and distribution of changes 
in satisfaction with rural services. An individual's location in the local 



soc^ial structure may have ad important influence on perceptions and evalu- 
ations p£ cormxmity featujres* Jn a4ditton, improvement may be restricted 
to persons residing in popul^atiofi centers, or to residents willing 'and 
able to undergo tax increases and higher user charges* Further^nore, 
limited improvements may'^serv^ only to raise expectations and increase 
overall dissatisfaction with essentially stable conditions.. ^ 

Several studies have dealt solely or partially with satisfaction 

• ~ , * ( ^ ■ . . ■ ■ _ • 

with coinnunity services qr community assessments (CariJuthers et al.,.l975; 

Kuehn, 1976; Smith and Klindt; 1976; Crawford et al., 1975)'. One study 

of .community satisfaction in the northeast reported rather high levels 

o^ satisfaction generally, but wide variability in 'satisfaction with spe- 

cif ic coinnunity services between geographical areas (Kuehn, 1977) . Also, 

out of a wide V^nge of possible factors that might influence the relation- 

ship between .a p^rticulaf^service and satisf-action with that service, the 

northeastern study did not discover (a variable that had much of an effect 

^ i ^ » . I- ^ 

on satisfaction with comminity seryii^ (Kueha, 1977 r'lj Kuehn,^976:l-2) . f 

Few studies' iiave charted satisfaction <?ith . community services over, an 



extended period • • ^ 

The objective of this paper is to examine, longitudinal ,ctianges in,^ 
satisfaction with selected community services in^three non^^^etropalitan 
coxmties. We focus on the perceptions of three groups of cdmmunity resi- 
dents: govenunpnt^ officials (elected and appointed), owners or managers 
of businesses, and random household respondents,/ comparing -satisfaction 
^ratings for eight basic community services . We; examine changes over time, 
as well as variation in, change across the three groups. , Finally, changes 
in satisfaction with individual services are .related to overall community 
satisfaction. • ; ^ , 

• It is hypothesized that commtinity group membership is a major deter- 
minant'^'of satisfaction, accounting ^or a*greAt deal of variability in as- 
sessments of coraaunity services. S^everal cont'roL variables are introduced 
into the analysis in order to, reduce, spurious relationships between group 



memberdhip and changes in satisfaction with cotnmiinity services. 

> , V • 

Researcl^ and Models in*Coinnmnity Satisfaction 

Recent research in the area\^of commxinity satisfaction tends to suf«* 
fer from problems of comparability In^ two major ways. First, the concept 
of coQBimnity itself is so broadxand encompassing that it contains a va<* 
riety of subjective and objective meanings. Research "in community, resi** 
dential and ne^hborhood satisfaction often is confounded by the absence* 
of .a clear and unambiguous referent « , Secondly, conceptual meaning'd and 
measurements of satisfaction vary widely, further re&tricting comparison* 
(Deseran et ^1., 1976). ' ^ ■ 

To overcome these problems, researchers havfe developed models of com 
tJunity satisfaction that identify components of community and' Incorporate 
specific dimensions of satisfaction for each component.^ One of the most 
well developed models is* that utilized, by Marans and Rodgers (1975) and 

\ ■ . ' ' . • . - 

elabora^ted by Campbell and associates (1976)% It represents an attempt 

to place, the different concepts of locality in some meaningful temporal 

^ . * ^ ^ ^ * 

and physical order. In this model, the levels of .specificity in resi- 

dential mil£eu generally move from dwelling unit to neighborhood to com** 

4 . • ^ 

m\inity, although Marans and Rodgers, (1975) make a further distinction be-^ 

tween two levels of neighborhood . (micro- and*macro-). Levels of satisfac 

V 

tion with these different "domains" of experience also influence and are 

. i . ^ 

Influenced .by satisfaction with other areas cff life, which in turn influ- 
ence the" total quality of life experience (Marans^ and Rddgers, 1^75:306; 
Campbell et al., 1976:220). ' * . * 

The work of Marans and Rodgers (1975) builds on earJLier r^searcli in 
the area of community satisfaction 'which suggested that satisfaction is 



a tmiltl-dlmensional Variable (Johnson and,Knopp, 1970). A central com- 
ponent dff overall donxnunlty ^satisfaction is assessment q£ local services 
and facilities. Marans and Rodgers. f oxmd that "assessioents of perceived 

• . . ^- . ' ^ ' 

. environxoental attributes," sUch as schools, 'taxes, etc/ strongly influenced 
cotammity satisfaction. This finding wa^ also supported by Goudy -(1977) , 
althougK his stiltdy suggested that social dimensions* are of more Im^or- 
tance than institutional factors in eKpIainli^g community satisfaction. 

. Personal' characteristics, such as age, income or race, which might: 
be thought to be highly* correlated with levels of coinmiriity satisf actipn, 
were actually demonstrated by Marans^ and Rodgers (1975) and Goudy C1977) 
to have little direct effect oh c^ommunifey satisfaction. Personal char- ^ 



acteristics assme more importance, however, when they are used /to explain 
attachment to the community rather than community evaluation (Goudy, 1977: 
^:?8Q) . other studies which have utilizecl personal characteristics as 
Correlates of satisfaction have produced findings which are Ixxconclusive 
^d sometimes contradictoiry (Rojek et al., 1975:184-185). In particular, 
r0ie of dil^^g^ent measi^es of socioeconomic status as determinant^ of 



J- 



itisfaction deserves further "investigation. 
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lity Group Memberi^hip • 

—r 7 / > ^ 

Lfferent segments of a community may have -differential perceptions 
of vjicious community services. Government officials may have more posi-* 

Lve ivaluations than other groups because of their role in securing * 
improv&nents and maintaining current levels of community services. Also, 

Studies wiave shgjjxi^that knowledge about public issues and policies o£ten is lim- 

o r 7 ^ * . 

tted to % small minority of tlie population, usually the leadership sector ^ 
(Oskamp, 1977:117). Business interests may be particularly concerfted with . 



services as^a factor in the productionr-p^cess or the operation of a retaiP^ 

... 6 . 



or service establishment. Household respondents may be especially s^nsi- 
tive tJb changes itt*commuility services, particularly * if * new taxation or^ 
user charges at;e involved. 

Some stuj^ies have shown wide variability between attitudes of leaders 
ajid nonleaders (Nix et al*, 1970; Nix and Seerley, 1973; Molnar and.Purohit 
1977) ir^uch areas as orientation to change, perceived community nee;^S|fe:^ 
and ratings 'of services and facilities. However, one study (Smi^th and 
Klindt, 1976) did demonstrate similar perceptions of community needs 
amon^ leaders and other residents. Our study is uniqu^' in its' inclusiotl . 
of those engaged in business and commerce, as a separate' group". , The addi- 
tion of this group was considered important because in rural communities 
business managers and proprietors are often comq;itintty laa'de^s ^s well, y 
but iinlike government officials, are, not directly -responsible to thfe gen- 

^ 7 

eral public. * - * / 

i . 

Research Procedures 

Sample 'and Data Collection . ' " . ' ' 

TChe data for this study were collected as part of a researph project 
V- * ^ ^ ^ 1 ' * * ' 

funded under Title V of the Rural Development APt of 1972. A three county 

study area was selected on the basis of its predominantly rural \:hara^ter, 
its proximity to other growing urban centers, and its similarities to 
other central Alabama counties in the types n^i ^problems itlie area faced 
in promoting development. The area^s potenti^al to respond to .efforts of 
esctension personnel to encourage economic development wa^ an additional 
selection factor* ^ » • 

The data for this study was obtained in interviews conducted in 1974 
and again in 1977 • Interviewers cpntacte^i A sample of business leaders, 

. f • " ' ■ 




a nearly co^lete enumeration of elected and appointed officials at the 
local, state, and federal levels^, and a random sample of households in 
^, the three counties. In 1977, 'a subsample o£ household residents, business* 
respondents, and government officials was recontacted. Longitudinal dat^ 
were available for nonbusiness leaders, 92 government officials, and 101 

, * household residents. • * 

* * • ! . - » ' 

Different selection procedures were used to sample the three groups 

of respd^ents. For the*" household sample, a thre^ percent sa^le of the 

total number of households iij the three county area was utilized. A 

multi-^stage random sampling design was employed to select respot^dents • 

Census enimieration districts were identified and areas within itha dis- . * 

tricts Were divided into sectors .which serv^ad as the basic sampling unit. 

Households in. each sector were ^systematically approached for Interview 

ti^^.1 the quota of ^jf^ntexrviews. was completed for e'ach^ sector. A ^3^ 

^ subBan5>le was selected for reinterview in 1977. Limited fxmdilig precludied 

.V * recon^acting all 1974 respondents. ^ 

\ln order to obtain the sample of business leMdrs in 1974, ^ complete 



1 ' y 

list of businesses and industries was assembled ^or th^ three counties ^ 

^, and a 30 percent sample was drawn. Only owners and/or managers of busi- . / 



esses were interviewed. The 1977 study represenjts rainterviews wilSi a 
^2 percent subsamplfe. - , ' * 

Th^ government leadership sector was defined as the set of county 
government leaders, municipal leaders, as well as state and federal agency 
^ personnel located in the three county area. The 1974 study identified 
and Interviewed 115 officials and in the 1977 study, 92 off icj.als were 

recbatacted. in this .study, the term 'government official' or "knowledgeable" 

\ \ > 

is applied to individuals in the community who held fortaal positions with respon- 

\ \ • ' ^ - , ' ^ '• ^ * 

sibilicy for important community resources and dec is ion -making processes. 
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TIkis, these individuals were selected because of their 
tional leaders rather than reputational leaders* Sinc^ 



Isis posi- 
term ^^teader' 



utilize either. 



generally tends to be employed ambiguously, this stu 
goverzmie];xt official pr knowledgeable as altemi^tives to ti^e ,^^erm l<eader 
Ihe term "knowledgeable" has been utilized by others (Stefe|t|iin\^and Evans, 
1976) to^refer to, a similar grouping of public officials. 

* * 

Measurement * ' • 

In 1974; satisfaction with selected community services was mie^i 
by an adequacy rating; respondents were asked 't;o assess whether a p;^rN;\cu 
lar s'ervice was "not available," "les? than adequate," yadeqiiate^*"^o^. 
"more than adequate," coded one*to four. Respondents 'were askeB \o r^te 
the following services : water, sewage, garbage, telephone,, fire prf^ted^ 
tion, health car^/ public schools 
from one to fojl 

In 1977, satisfaction with the same community services Was meastirec 




\ \ - 

Ls, and recreation. These ratings raiige,d 

' ' ' \ \ \ 
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by a scale that ranged from "very dissatisfied" to ^Very satisfied," with\ 

* « 

valjws ranging from one to seven* In order to deaV with the discrep^ancy 
in response frameworks, the 1974 and 1977 ratings were standardized on a 
100 point scale so that ^ the values *represent^ percentage of sc/ale» In 
this way, data from the two time periods could be compared by coiq)utiag ' 

a difference score between the two ratings . Any* bias in -this scoring 

/ . % • ^ * 

procedure is a constant one, and sI;Lould not affect differences between t 

groups. C . 

Changes *in satisfaction with selected community services were com- 

pared by community group membership .and then control variables were intro- 

> . . ? » ' 

duced in order to eliminate the effects of these varjiables on .satisfaction 

levels* County was a o^assification variable coded as 1, 2 or 3 fot each 



coxmty In the ^tudy* Sex was 'utilij^ed as a classif actory variable and 

/ ' • ^ ^ ' ' \ • * I - 

.coded 1 or 2. Length of res^lence .in'^he commtmity was measured in 
terms of actual number of years sjJent ih the area. Income was measur^ed 

by 12 categories ranging from $0-1,999 to^'$30,000 or above. Rducatton ' i 

. ' • \ ' ' \ ' . • » 

was treasured by the actual number of years of /schooling completed through 

college and 17 was assigned to graduate training 

\^ ^ ' 

Analysis ^ 

To examine changes in levels of satisfaction ft^in 19^4 to 1977, mean 
scores of satisfaction with each service in 1974 and 1977 are presented,, 
along with. the net change, evaluated b^^a t-test of , dif£e^rences • Analysis 
of ^fa7HLance was used to evaluate differences in ^a^tisf&c^ion with 

local services across .community groups. Multit)le classif Ick^on analysis 
was employed to obtain mean scores adjusted for a series of coatrol' vari- 
^aj)les#' Length of residence, income and education were employed *covari- 

ates, and county, sex and community gr&up were included as indfepepclent vari- 

^' . ^ - \ 

ables. Uhe dependent variable was change in "satisfaction levels* witii a' 

Specific community service from 1974 to 1977, focusing on community group 



^ membership as 'a key independent variable. ^ ' * ^ \ 



Results • ^ , N . \ 

•Id 'order to examine the nature and ^extent of change in * levels of 
satisfad^lon ^itl)/s elected Community services oveor time, mean scores for 



each individual commanity service from 1974 to 1977 were compared, .In 
Table 1 these mean scores are presented, -along with t^ mean change dur<- 
ing this period for each of the three commuHty groupg. The net diff^r- 
ence may vary slightly from the specific numerical value obtained by sub- 
traction of the 1974 rating from tHe 1977 rating, due to missing datat 



( 
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The magnitude of the ^et difference is the central ^ focus of this analysis 
A t*te8t of paired comparisons was* employed to test , the significance of 
these differences • 

' . > / 
(Table 1-here) 

The officials' ratings of water and sewage showed significant Improve- 

X 

ments, business ratings were essentially unchanged, and household Xatlngs 
showed significant declines^ Garbage collection ratings Improve^ 
officials and Tjuslness respondents, as did > business ratings of tele)fhone 
services, whereas household ratings declined. Business and ho|isetfold .respon 
dents saw significant declines in fire protection* No si^nlflp^iit changes^ 
weiae reported in health care. 0|fl<rf:^ls and household respondents reported 
improvements in public schools . All three groups tended to downgrade 
recreation opportxinities in the area. All, however, showed significant 
increases overall community satisfaction, particularly the hqusehpld 
residents^. ^ ^ ^ \ - , . 

In general, the levels of satisfaction of the officials and business 

respondents tended to increase, while satisfaatlon levels for household 

• ^ 
residents declined. Tlie increase J.n conmunity satisfaction of households/ 

may reflect a tendendy-^o respond to small changes in service delivery 

that may represent a nfitch greater marginal improven^nt for. these Individ- 

uals. • • . , . 

• • • J * 

(Table 2 here) * ' / ' 

Table 2 presents changes in, attitudes^ over time by community group c 
m^mber^hlp. Analysis of variance was employed to assess dlfferent^.al 
l^ivel'S^of change in satisf action^ith local sepylces across community ', ' ' 
groups. The data reveal broad differences between groups in changes in 
satisfaction for five of the .eight community services In some cases. 
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the directioii of th^ relationship was the same for all three groups. For 

;36aiQpl^, the general trend was toward* a decline In satisfact^Ion with fire 

protection atid recreatiodv among all residents. Also, satisfaction with* ^ 

garbage service improved with time for all three groups. 

Table 2 reveals that the government officials generally reported • 

• •> * 

/' ' 

greater increases in satisfaction with community services over time when 

compared ^to The other two groups, household residents and business owners 

* -* ' . * ^ , ' ' 

or managers^^. Household residents generally dj^creased their evalu- 

• ' ' ^ * ^ • * 'fife 

ations of community services over time. An exceptipn to this generaliaa- 

tloft is found in their -it t^ftudes toward pub^t schools. * While -the busi- 
ness grdup Showed some slight .dissatisfaction over time , both the govern- 
ment officials and household residents felt; that public schools, had/ ' ' - 
improved from 1974 to 1977. * - ' ' ' -v'' 1 

. . ' ' • (Table | here)* .. . ' / 

In Table 3,* control variables are. introduced /^o ^rthef sp'ectfy the 

• ' - ^ . . • . * r . 

relationship between levert of satisfaction of cotmmini^ty groups and com- 
munity services ' '>fuL^iple ^classification analysis was femployefd to examine 
the net effect of commxlnity group membership on s'atisfaction^ith comrau- 
" Mty services when oth^r factors were held"' constant. With cipuhty, sex,* 
J^ength of residence^.incpme and education held constant,* .statistically 
significant relationships were found between gppup membership and changes 
in satisfaction with six out of eight services: watfer, sewage, g^bage, 
Eelepbohe, f ire T) rotation and public schools. \ 

Community group memljership was thus an important factor in explaining 
change in a^^sfaction levels e\;en ^ith the addition of localff and socio- 
economic contScpl variables. Adjusted levels of meait ch^inge in satisfa\:- 
tion with a particular commyLnity service for each community group did not, 

' ~ 12 
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differ greatly fxom tbe unadjusted mean change levfela presented in Table 

I ' - ' ' ' , . 

^ 2«. Generally the same relationships were found when control variables . 
were introduced. However ^ ^roup (i^ff^rences emerged in change in satis- 
faction .with garbage and fite .protection and group differences were dimin-\ 
Ished for.health care 'and recreation when controls were Introduced. Group 
membership was a factot associated with differential levels of change in 
satisfaction for the services of w^ter, sewage, telephone and public 
schools with or without residence ^nd socioecoj^omic variables held bon- 
stant. • * • 

; ^ . • (Table 4 here) * . • ' ^ ' 

... . ^ r. 

liable 4 presents the result^ of a regression toalysils of selected 

commxinity services by community groups on change in community satisfac- 

1 * » 

tion. This analysis shows that very little of the -total variation in 
change in community satisfaction could be explained by change in satis- 
faction with selected community services among' community groups as none 



±th selected community services among community groups as none ^ 
of tlie equations were significant. The regression coefficients show that 



for bp^h^the^vernment leaders and households, a cjiange in satisfaction ' 

Vith garbage^ service was positively associated with a change, in community. 

- t i , •• • 

satisfaction, fox the business group, an inverse relatlonshiu^was found 

between a change in cominunlty satisfaction, and a change in ^tlsf action 

With both public Schools and sewage. These negative adsociatidns are, 

' * difficult to expl^n theoretically, but generally it JLs" p^6ssible to con- 

elude that changes in satisfaction with the selected community services 

\^ do not seem to be related to change in overall cotmmmlty satisfaction.^ 
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Discussion 

Three years is a relatively short period of time for Introducing 
intensive improvemei^s in rural public Services, though most showed some, 
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positive change.- Some of the other changes may be indicative of .rising 
expeiBtatiiiiSili^for higher quality ^nd more widely available conmunity ser- 
vices, especially* among hoixsehold respondents. From th;Ls type of analysis 
tt*l^ not possible to determine whether change^^n attitudes over^ time 
are clue to^actual changes in the quality of commun^y s^rvifces, or *to a 
heightened awarlnes^ of discrepancies between the quality of urban and 
rural coinraunity services.' ^e longitudinal ilature of the data, however, 
do reveal an upward trend in satisfaction for the majority of services. 

• One of tbe'most significant findings of this study is the relation- 
ship of community group membership to changes in satisfaction with com- 
munity services. Government officials held consistently more positive 
views of services bver time than either business leaders or hous^ehold 
respondents. This result |a§y perhaps be explained ^y;,' greater awareness 
of iraprovemfents by leaders, the vested interests <?f government leaders 
in improving coramuziity services, and a more holistic approach to local 
services in contrast to a mare personal approach by random household tesi 
.dents* Tfie business respondents seemed to share morfe'moderate attitudes 
towarcis change in satisfaction with community services, with the possible 
exception of recreational services*, toward whi^ they exhibited a high 
degree of disg^Ctisfaction . ^ ^ . - (3 

In general, regardless o'f community group membership, ;the highest 
level, of dissatisfactibn^as expressed in .relation to recreation. The 
greatest satisfaction shown by government officials in re^tion to 
water services, butsthere was also a. great deal of satisfaction with, 
public schools exptessed by government leaders and housejiold residents; 
During the interim, the area had received federal blocks grants' for water 
systems and 'state funding to local jstihool systems had improved. / 



, Looking -at each community group Individually, government leaders 
became increasingly satisfied with water selnrices and lesd satisfied with 
recreat^^; business leaders became more satisfied with garbage services 
and more dissatisfied with recreatiou; and the household^ respondents 
expressed increased s^isfaction toward public schools ^d lessened satis-* 
faction with fire protection. 

Another important finding is the relative absence of ,a relationship 
.between change in satisfaction with selected community services ^nd , change 
in overall community ^^.a^isf act ion. This may be due to the fact ^that this 
study compares changes in satisfaction, rather than £he more traditional 
approach of comparing satisfaction levels at one point in time. It may 
also be attributed ^ the overall measure •f c6mmunity s^isfaction which 
perhaps did not discriminate well or reflect sufficient variation in atti- 
tudes* Other studies may employ a community satisfaction scale or multi- 
ple dimensions of satisfaction to assess ctfange. 

One implication of tHis analysis is that the most basic public ser- 
vices, such as water systems or telephone service, * are among the first 
rural» community services to receive ptibllc attention and outside ftinding. 
Thus, it is more likely that Improvements will occur first in these ^pri- 
mary physical services than in^htmian services Which may be .assigned lower 
pribrity, such as recreation. Also, ther^may be a greater chance oi, local 
citizen action in regard to narrowly based^ local Utility projects tl^an 
there might be in relation to recreation, .for example, where the power 

4 

to set priorities more likely lies at the state or ^federal level. 

This analysis provides little support for the proposition that part 
of the rejaewed appeal of rural areas lies in their increased capacity to 
meet some of the basic community needs essential to group living.^ While 
some important community services were not included in this study, a look 



satisfaction levels over'tiriie between different communtty groups pro- 
vides some insight into the different ways in which coinraunrity services are 
perceived and the*wa;^s in which services affect different segments of a 
corasunitjr.^. Future research may examine the relationship betw<8en incremen- 
tal inqarovements in community services, th^ distribution of such improve* 
mentSy^and changes in satisfaction amoag those receiving the services. 
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Tab 



changes in Satisf act ISc^ft. with Selected Community Services 1974-1977 for Government Officials, Business, -and 
• Household Groups: Paired Comparison T-Test Between Ratings . * < ^ 



Mean Satisfaction 



Household (N=10.0) 



Service 


74 rating 


77 rating 


Difference • 


74 rating 


77 rating 


Difference 


74 bating 


77 rating 


Difference 


t 

a 

Water 
Sewage 
Garbage ♦ 


56.52 


* 74.46 


17.93*** 


50 .69 


53.21 


'2.52 • 


'38.50 ■ 


, .34.50 ' 


1^4.00** 


45.11 
68.75 


50.91 
' 73.73 


5.80* 

r 

4.98* 


45.37 
65.19 


-41.82 
•70.25 


r3.55 
. 5.06* 


34.25. 
65": 81 


29.67 

64.18- 


• -4.58**' " 
1.63 


'telephone' 


65.38 « 


70.15 


4.76 


61.93 


66.67 


* 

4.74** ' 


65.79 ' 


61^05 


-4.74* 


Fire. Protection 


60.44 


58 '.24 


-2^20 


56.13 


* 49.21 


-6.92** 


49.73 *. 


41.13 




Health Care \ 


65.66 


■ 70.15 


4.49 


^59.07 


58.44 




' 59.27 


55.43 . 


J3.84 


Publi^* Schools \ 


62.08 


69.10 


7.02** 


63.14 


61.86 ^ 


-1.29 ' 


58.11 


64'i86 . 


6.76** 


Recreation *\ \ 


57.02 


49.25 . 


-7.77** " 


50.71 


■ 36.51 


-14.21*** 

> 


36.58 


29.82- . 


-6.75*** 


^^mmunity Satisfaction 


\ 75.82 


82.60 


6.79* 


' 68.64 * 


. 78.31 . 


9.67*** 


65.00"" 


85.43,*. 


20.43*** 



i*p .05 
**p -< .01 
***p < .001 



Table 2 > M6an Change In Satlsfacttonr by Community Group Membership 



* Mean Change ,ln Sat'lsf action ■. 



Service 


Officials ■ 


Busdne&s 


Household 


F-value 


Probability 


Water 


17.94 


' . (109) 


• -4.00 * • 


* « 
' 21.64 ' 


> .000 


^ Sewage 


5.79 ' 
■\ (92) 


' -3, .55 
• (108) 


^-4.59- ■ • 
..(100) 


6.71- 


.001 ' 

* 


^ Garbage • ' 

• • 


^ \ -! • 

. 4'. '98. 
.<95) 


5.06 
' (107) . 


*• 1.63 V 
. . (97) 


\ .60 

•i . 

V 


.549 

' 1^ 


Teleohone ' 


• '4.76 
• ' (91) 


4.74 
(109) 


-4.74* ' , 
(95) • 




* ' .001 


\ Fire Protection 


-2»20 " 
(91) 


-6.92" 
(106) 


-8.60 I 

• ,(94) . 


" 1.87 ' 
1 


.156 


HeaUh cafe 


4.49 
(91) 


-.74 . 
•-<102) ' 


-3.84 

'• (89) 


3.19 


.043 . 

f < 


Public Schools 


7.03 \ 
(89) 


-l".28 
(97) 


6.76 , 

\(74) 


' 4.31 


.014 


■ Recreation 


-7.78 

(89) 

J 


■ -14.21 


-6.76 ■ 

• (95)- ' 


■ 3.29 


.039 




\ 











21 



J 



Table 3.| 8tean chaag? ia satisfaction with selected community services by 
6mm\inity'^group adjusted- for cojmty, sex, length of residence, 
yzov^ and education* . ' - ^ * > - • . 

' ' - : 1 \ '. -I— 



Service^! ' 



■Community Groiq)- , 



' Of ^ciala^ Business Household 



F-Value , Pr«bability 



Water 



16-^84 w 2.06 
(92) • - (108) 



xibtmty 
Sex' I i 

Length! df residence 



Income 



Education . 
Combine<|( Effect 



.59 ' 
(99) 



5.32 



/51 
.01 
- .53 
5.67 
3.18 
3.b7 



.000 



;602 
.927 
.469 
.018 
.076 
.000 



Sewage 



6.11 ' 

C92) 



Coutitil 
Sex 

Lengp of residence^ 
IncC 

Education 
Combined Effect 



-3.83 . 
(107)* 



-4.31 

. (99) 



2.72 



2.49 
.00 
.00 
.30 
2.63 
1.91 



.020 



.085 
.965 
.995 

- 7584- 
.106 
.012 



Garbage 



1 



4.29 
(92) 



6<>82 
(106) 



^42 
(96) 



5.72 



.000 



Comity 
Sex^ 

Length of residence 
Income 
Edycation- 
Cpmbined Effect 



12.15 
.'.11 
1.13 
5.36 
2.il 
2.87" 



.000 

.745 

.28a 

.021' 

.147 

.000' 



Telephone 



4,06', 
(91) 



5i,14 ' - -4 '.07 
(108) - ^ . (-94) 



3.37 



.006 



County 

Sex ; . r 
■ Length of residence 
Income 

Education ^ ■ 

Combined Effect 



3. -88 

-••#••00 

.02 
^ .53 
.99 
1.62 



.022 

.968 

.878 

.469 

.320. 

.048 



2Z 



ERIC 



Table 3. ' (Continued) 



Service ^ ^ ' ' Comntmity Group F-Value, ^ Probability 



Officials 


Business 


Household 






. . Fire Protectioa,; -3.99 
• - (91) 


-6-42 . 

(105) 


A -6.22 ^ 
(93) 


2.69 


.022 

• 


Cotrnty 
Sex 

Length of x.esidence 
Income 
Education 
' Combixjed Effect 


- 


t 


4.41 

2.11 
.19- 
.03 

1.65 *. 

1.'24 

» 


.013 

• 147 

• 663 

.oOU 

.200 
' .220 


\. Health Care 2.11 

- (91) 


-.19 

(102) 


-1.58 

. ^ (88) 




.131 



Cobnty 
Sex 

s Length of residence 

Income . 

Education.' 
Comb&ied Effect 



Length of. residence 
Income 



Combined 'Effect 



% 



Recreation , 

-'^ (89) (104) (94) 

/ , ' ~ 

Coxjnty 

SeSc " — . 

.Length of , residence 
Income " 
Education . 

Combined-Effect * ' 



3.48 ' .032 

.03 ^ .868 

1.94 .165 

l.ir ,.294' 

1.34 ,248 

1.50 '.080 



public Schools 7.48 -i.9 7.07 • 4.09- • .001 

(89) '(^7) (72) . . _ y 



^ . 5.99 , .003 

.09 ".767 



Cotinty 

^^"^ ^ . .01 ■ .908 



1.12' .291 



Education .... 'Hi 



1.79 .022 



^27 -13.98 -7.26 2'. 15 .060 



.92 .400 

2.60 .108 

.03 '.863 

1.86 - .174 

.95 ■ .330 

1.24 .223 



,^ Table 4. Regression of Selected ^drnmunity Services by Cotnnrunity Group on Change tn 
i\ Conmrunity Satisfaction ^ . - 



change in Community Satisfaction 

(N^gZ) - Business (N»llO) Household (N°101) 





D 




Jj 




b/^ F 




b/6* E 


s 


- 116 


-.989/ .121 


.086* 




*915/ .116 ^ 

• a'X^/ *XXV 


. -^00 


-.150/. 216 




.053 


.526/ .137 






-.283/ .136 


.011 


' .150/. 202 


I. 

\ / 

G&rbase 
Tel'^phone 


.250* 
-.072 


.306/ .149 

-.769/. 131 

/ 


-.137 
-.005 




/. 145/ .115 
'.727/. 167 


.294* 
.081 


.258/ .122 
.997/. 195 


T?ii?A Protecition 


-.073, 


-.761/ .125 


.109 




.129/. 134 


• .097 


.909/. 129 


Health Care 


-.051 


r. 531/. 133 


-.008 




-.133/ '.149 


-.008 


-.896/. 156 


Fubli:c Schools 


.123 


.135/. 137 


V * 




-.403/. 144 


-.0^ 


-.460/ .i82 


Recrei^tion . - 


.077 


.741/. 119 


:135 




.164/. 131 


.201/ 


289/. 192 


ft' " . ^ 

c . ' 

F-Valu^ 




.053 
.532 




.170 ^. . 
2.02 




.16b 
i.22 


Probab^ity 




NS ' 


NS 






NS 


4 < -05 
< .01 

















if! 

I 



